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Remarks/Arguments 

Applicant has carefully reviewed the Office Action of July 29, 2004 and the 
Advisory Action of December 17, 2004. Claims 24-46 remain pending and have been 
rejected. Reconsideration, examination, and allowance of all pending claims are 
respectfully requested. 
Claim Rejections— 35 U.S.C. § J 03 

Claims 24-3 1, 36-39 and 43-46 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lcntz (U.S. Patent No. 5,834,692) in view of Mulks (U.S. Patent No. 
5,721,394). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Applicant submits that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established 
as there is no motivation to modify Lentz in view of Mulks. 

In the office action, the Examiner argues that "[i]t would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide Lentz with a 
bracket attached to the receptacle as taught by Mulks to provide a bracket that will 
support electrical connectors which will be in between the electrical device and the 
electrical cable, which supply electrical power, to facilitate the connection between the 
electronic device and the electrical cable." 

Applicant argues in the response of November 24, 2004 and herein maintains that 
Lentz teaches away from using a bracket in its box. Lentz teaches a universal air-vapor 
barrier box that contains grooves that may be cut to convert the barrier box into a foldable 
mode and enable the barrier to bend along the groove in the back wall. (Figure 9, column 
2, lines 26-33) Mulks teaches "a number of removable connector panels (7) and (8), 
which mount to flanges (10) in the sides (1) of the box." (column 2, lines 36-38) 
However, "a prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole, 
including portions that would lead away from the claimed invention." (MPEP § 2141 .03) 
As can be clearly seen, Lentz teaches a receptacle that may have a foldable mode. By 
mounting a bracket, as in Mulks, that spans the opening of the receptacle, the receptacle 
would not have a foldable mode because the bracket would prevent the receptacle from 
bending. Thus, Lentz teaches away from using a bracket spanning the opening of the 
receptacle because one aspect of the invention was a foldable receptacle. For that reason, 
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one of ordinary skill in the art would not have used Mulks to modify Lentz because Lentz 
teaches away from using a bracket. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner argues that because Mulks teaches a 
bracket that can be removed, it does not frustrate the foldable mode of the box of Lentz. 
However, no bracket, permanent or removable, is suitable for use with the box of Lentz 
in the foldable mode. When the box is unbent, "(t)he joints at the cuts, . .are covered with 
a suitable tape [to reform the air-vapor barrier of the box]." Col. 2, 11 39-41. Thus any 
bracket used must span a taped joint. Tape is not a structural material suitable for use in 
installing wires or electronics. Tape is typically used to seal vapor barriers or for 
cosmetic reasons such as in drywall applications. In construction, tape is not used in load 
bearing applications and is not likely an approved material for the installation and support 
of electronics in the National Electrical Code, In other words, the box in the foldable 
mode is suitable only as a vapor barrier and is not suitable for structural applications. 
One of skill in the art would not provide a bracket in the box of Lentz because it would 
not provide adequate support for the bracket or the electrical connectors or devices 
disposed on the bracket. The bracket of Multz would prevent the box of Lentz from being 
used in the foldable mode or would be unsuitable for use with the box in the foldable 
mode. Lentz therefore teaches away from using a bracket spanning the opening. 
Applicant therefore submits that claim 24 is in condition for allowance. 

With respect to claim 36 ? the Examiner stated: "it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide to Lentz with a 
bracket attached to the receptacle as taught by Mulks to provide a bracket that will 
support electrical connectors which will be in between the electronic device and the 
electrical cable, which supply electrical power, to facilitate the connection between the 
electronic device and the electrical cable." For similar reasons discussed above, as well 
as others, claim 36 is believed to be allowable over Lentz in view of Mulks. 

Because independent claims 24 and 36 are believed to be allowable, claims 25-35 
and 37-46 are also believed to be allowable for the reasons stated above, and since they 
add other significant elements to distinguish them from the cited prior art. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that all pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. Reexamination and reconsideration are respectfully requested. 
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If the Examiner would like to discuss the Application or its examination, please contact 
the undersigned at (612) 677-9050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CRAIG A. JACKS 



Dated: 




CROMPTON, SEAGER & TUFTE, LLC 
1221 Nicollet Avenue, Suite 800 
Minneapolis, MN 55403-2402 
Telephone: (612)677^9050 
Facsimile: (612) 359-9349 
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